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 This study explored higher education level syllabi to identify trends in educational 
objectives. Bloom’s Taxonomy and various strategic models were used to classify 
714  objectives  from  114  sections  of  courses  administered  through  a  Midwest 
teacher education institution in the United States. 1229 verbs and verb phrases 
were  classified  through  the  Taxonomy  and  differentiated  between  higher  and 
lower  ordered  verbs  as  well  as  measureable  and  non-measureable  learning 
outcomes. The results indicated that though learning outcomes the objectives are 
suggestive of higher ordered skills although the syllabi do not adequately provide 
information on the expected outcomes of the course. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Educational objectives are an integral part of lesson planning, primarily in identifying 
intended behavioral outcomes of students. Objectives define “where you are headed and 
how to demonstrate when you have arrived” (Kaufman, 2000, p. 44), emphasizing the 
end outcome or results that are intended to be exhibited by the learner. According to 
Mager (1984), objectives are critical in selecting appropriate materials and procedures, 
promoting  instructor  ingenuity,  providing  consistent  and  measurable  results,  setting 
goal posts for students, and realizing instructional efficiency. Some common use of 
objectives among teachers include activity and assessment alignment, clarification of 
goals  to  students,  and  responses  to  calls  for  accountability  by  administrators  and 
policymakers (Anderson, et. al., 2001; Morrison, Ross, & Kemp, 2004).  
Teachers have long incorporated a set of taxonomy to assist in creating their objectives 
for scaffolding learning within levels of cognitive processes (Bloom, 1956; Anderson 
et. al., 2001; Marzano, 2007). As the demand for learning complex skills have become a 
vital area of concern for educators, objectives are useful in helping teachers not only 76                                        Rethinking Trends in Instructional Objectives... 
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align objectives with lesson plans and assessment to clarify intended outcomes, but also 
methodically design effective and efficient learning of higher cognitive skills that will 
transfer in real world contexts (Dick, Carey, & Carey, 2009). The importance of higher 
order learning has been documented extensively. The emphasis on career preparation 
(Rudd, 2007), fast paced changes in society (Zohar & Dori, 2003; Bataineh & Zghoul, 
2006),  diverse  learners  (Noble,  2004),  and  concerns  about  the  educational  system 
(Zohar & Schwartzer, 2005) are some of the reasons why higher order learning has 
become  an  important  factor  in  the  context  of  learning  for  all  fields  of  study.  This 
includes nursing education (Zygmont & Schaefer, 2006), Teaching English as a Foreign 
and  Secondary  Language  (Bataineh  &  Zghoul,  2006),  business  (Nentl  &  Zietlow, 
2008), reading and literacy education (Veeravagu, Muthusamy, Marimuth, 2010), and 
engineering (Swart, 2010; Pappas, Pierrakos, & Nagel, 2013). The following writing 
and referencing rules for educational objectives are to be taken into consideration. 
Bloom’s Taxonomy 
The Taxonomy of Educational Objectives (Bloom, 1956), often referred to as Bloom’s 
Taxonomy (or the Taxonomy or the Handbook), was intended to classify goals in the 
education system and offer a platform upon which educators could openly discuss and 
exchange  ideas  about  curriculum  development.  Bloom’s  Taxonomy  became  an 
important objective-based evaluation tool for stating goals that aligned with identifying 
the intended outcomes of a program. While the original Taxonomy was broken down 
into three related parts (the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains), objectives 
from the cognitive domain, which focused on “the recall or recognition of knowledge 
and the development of intellectual abilities and skills” (p.7) has been the most widely 
recognized  and  utilized  of  the  three  and  is  the  focus  of  this  study.  The  six  levels, 
beginning  with  the  lowest  tier,  include  Knowledge,  Comprehension,  Analysis, 
Synthesis,  and  Evaluation.  In  general,  lower  levels  of  the  taxonomy  correspond  to 
behavioral outcomes that assess memorization and recalling of facts; higher levels of 
taxonomy  correspond  to  more  complex  learning  outcomes  that  facilitate  critical 
thinking and problem solving of abstract knowledge (Bloom, 1956). 
Mager and ABCD Models of Writing Objectives 
According to Mager (1984), performance is a visible or overt behavior (as opposed to 
abstract behavior) that the learner is expected to do to demonstrate a mastery of the 
objective. However, Mager does recognize covert or invisible performances such as a 
student demonstrating the ability solve a problem, and suggests writing an indicator 
behavior that demonstrates ”directly whether a covert performance is happening to our 
satisfaction” (p. 77). Conditions refer to the conditions under which the students must 
perform  to  prevent  miscommunication  or  confusion.  The  criterion  is  the  level  of 
competence that is needed, or the acceptable performance that a student must reach to 
be considered competent. Mager’s model specifies that an objective should not merely 
describe a process for reaching a  goal, but to describe an intended outcome that is Yamanaka & Wu    77 
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measurable and specific. They should focus on student performance rather than describe 
an instructor’s performance, which Mager refers to as “administrative” objectives.  
A more recent strategy of writing objectives, which incorporates many of the qualities 
from Mager’s model, contains four components: the audience (A), the behavior (B) the 
conditions (C), and the degree (D). In the ABCD strategy, the behavior correlates to 
Mager’s performance and the degree to his criterion.  
Purpose of Study 
A primary goal of this research is to analyze syllabi from higher education courses and 
to assess trends in the course objectives by identifying the classification levels at which 
they  are  written.  This  research  also  seeks  to  examine  their  relationship  to  lesson 
activities  and  assessment  procedures  and  discern  its  clarity  as  an  explicit 
communication  tool  between  the  instructor  and  the  student.  The  research  questions 
addressed in this study are as follows: 
1.  At what levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy are most educational objectives written? 
2.  Do the objectives follow the Mager or the ABCD model of writing objectives; that 
is, do they clearly specify a measureable learning outcome, conditions under which 
the behavior will occur, and the degree or criterion of acceptable behavior? 
3.  Do lesson activities and assessment correspond to the objectives? 
4.  Is there a correlation between course level (undergraduate and graduate) and level of 
objectives? 
METHOD 
Material 
Syllabi  were  collected  from  professors  teaching  undergraduate  and  graduate  level 
courses at a Midwest higher education institution in the United States. This included 
programs from the School of Educational Research, Leadership, and Technology; the 
School of Psychological Sciences; the School of Applied Psychology and Counselor 
Education;  the  School  of  Special  Education;  and  the  School  of  Teacher  Education. 
Syllabi from such institution were purposefully sampled due to the higher likelihood 
that professors in these departments would be familiar with Bloom’s Taxonomy. 
Instrument 
The instrument used in this research consisted of a Syllabus Information Checklist and 
four sections that correlate to the four research questions.  
Syllabus Information Checklist 
The purpose of the checklist was to retrieve background information on the structure of 
the  course  from  the  syllabi  that  may  become  useful  in  discussing  the  results  of 
subsequent sections. Various information were collected, identifying 20 elements that 
could be categorized as: a) All are clear, exist or true; b) Somewhat clear, some parts 78                                        Rethinking Trends in Instructional Objectives... 
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are  missing,  somewhat  true;  c)  Not  clear,  does  not  exist,  or  not  true;  and  d)  Not 
applicable.  
Bloom’s Taxonomy Classification 
Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives was used as a guideline for classifying 
the  verbs  and  verb  phrases  by  taxonomy  level.  In  the  process  of  classifying  the 
objectives, each syllabus was examined for a Course Objectives (or similar) section. 
The objectives were listed and enumerated. From these objectives, each of the learning 
outcomes  (in  the  form  of  a  verb  or  verb  phrase)  was  extracted  and  assessed  by 
taxonomy level. In order to accommodate cases where the objective levels could not be 
determined,  such  learner  outcomes  classified  in  a  separate  category  labeled 
“unclassifiable” (UC).  
In cases where more than one learning outcome was specified in an objective, each verb 
or verb phrase was analyzed and classified as distinct learning outcomes  within the 
same objective. In cases where the syllabus included sub-objectives, each objective and 
sub-objective  was  differentiated.  The  main  objective  was  numbered  and  subsequent 
sub-objectives  were  numbered  using  alphabetical  characters.  The  number  of  main 
objectives (those objectives that do not count the sub-objectives) and total objectives 
(the total number of main and sub-objectives) were recorded 
Measurability, Conditions, and Criteria 
The Mager and the ABCD model of preparing instructional objectives were used as 
guidelines in assessing the measurability, conditions, and criteria of the objectives. Each 
of the learning outcomes was categorized as measureable verbs, non-measureable verbs, 
or  non-discernable  verbs  (where  verbs  were  administrative  objectives).  The  ABCD 
model’s strategy of not differentiating between behaviors was implemented, thus both 
overt and covert behaviors were classified as measureable. The objectives were also 
assessed for conditions under which the behavior will occur and the degree or criterion 
of acceptable behavior.  
Lesson Activities and Assessment Data 
Each of the syllabi was reviewed for a description or itemization of the lesson activities, 
requirements, and assignments. The taxonomy level (if applicable), the corresponding 
objective or objectives (if applicable), and a description of the activity were noted in a 
data sheet. Each syllabus was examined for a section describing the grading criteria or 
assessment procedures. The taxonomy level (if applicable), the corresponding objective, 
and corresponding activity were reported. 
Higher and Lower Level Classification 
In  addition  to  classifying  the  objectives  using  Bloom’s  Taxonomy,  they  were  also 
differentiated into lower, higher, or non-discernable levels. The purpose of separating 
the verbs into these categories was twofold.  The primary reason was to differentiate Yamanaka & Wu    79 
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intended  outcomes  between  higher  order  skills  and  lower  order  skills.  The  second 
reason was to identify learner outcomes that could not be accounted for in Bloom’s 
system  of  classifying  objectives.  The  intent  was  to  accommodate  the  problem  of 
overlapping verbs indicated in the literature. As an example, the verb “understand” and 
the verb phrase “demonstrate understanding” were often used in the objectives. Without 
further  clarification,  these  words  could  be  classified  in  either  knowledge  (simply 
recalling the information) or comprehension (translating, interpreting, and describing 
the information) levels. A distinction should be made between such verb phrases to 
those such as “demonstrate pride” or “develop sensibility” whereby, in the former case, 
with conditions and criteria, the performance can be measured. In such cases where the 
taxonomy level could not be determined but were indicative of recalling, recognizing, 
interpreting  information,  the  learning  outcome  was  reported  as  not  classifiable  but 
recorded in the “lower” category. Other examples include “demonstrate knowledge,” 
“demonstrate proficiency,” and “develop understanding.” 
In maintaining consistency with the literature review, knowledge and comprehension 
classification  levels  were  reported  as  lower  level  objectives  and  the  remaining  four 
levels were reported as higher level objectives. 
Data Collection 
In order to guarantee that the course objectives corresponded to the most recent goals of 
each program, syllabi were collected only from the active sections of courses from one 
recent  Spring  semester.  A  comprehensive  list  of  483  courses  from  the  College  of 
Education was created from the online university record system. An assumption was 
made that differing sections of the same course taught by the same instructor would use 
the same syllabus. Thus, the total number was recalculated to provide a better estimate 
of the number of distinct syllabi, altering the total number to 342. Requests for syllabi 
were  sent  electronically  to  143  instructors  on  record  as  well  as  one  administrative 
assistant. The requests were made mainly to those instructors on record whose email 
addresses were available through the university website. 
Data Analysis 
After  the  data  were  individually  categorized,  the  sum  totals  for  graduate  and 
undergraduate  level  courses  were  recorded  on  data  sheets.  The  analysis  of  the  data 
consisted of focusing on answering the research questions: 
Research Question 1 
In order to answer the first research question, “At what levels are most educational 
objectives written?” an aggregate count of the total number of learning outcomes by 
Bloom’s Taxonomy level were analyzed and reported by undergraduate levels, graduate 
levels, and total (the sum of undergraduate and graduate levels). 
Research Question 2 
In order to answer the second question, “Do the objectives follow the Mager or the 
ABCD  model  of  writing  objectives;  that  is,  do  they  clearly  specify  a  measureable 
learning outcome, conditions under which the behavior will occur, and the degree or 80                                        Rethinking Trends in Instructional Objectives... 
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criterion of acceptable behavior?” Each learning outcome was assessed and reported for 
measurability, conditions, and criteria. 
Research Question 3 
In order to answer the third question, “Do lesson activities and assessment correspond 
to  the  objectives?”  Common  themes  from  the  lesson  activities  and  assessment 
procedures were then grouped, and an aggregate count was tabulated from the data.  
Research Question 4 
In order to answer the question, “Is there a correlation between course level and level of 
objectives?” the syllabi were divided into graduate and undergraduate courses. The total 
number of “higher,” “lower,” and non-discernable levels were separately counted for 
both undergraduate and graduate levels. Those levels that could not be classifiable were 
labeled “not discernable” and were taken out, and the remaining data of higher levels 
and lower levels for both undergraduate courses and graduate courses were assessed 
through the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) software. 
RESULTS & FINDINGS 
Instructors  teaching  130  sections  responded  through  email.  Among  the  responses, 
instructors of 15 sections reported that syllabi were not available namely due to the 
nature  of  the  course  being  an  internship,  seminar,  or  practicum.  Furthermore,  one 
syllabus was in a file format that could not be viewed. Thus, the results consisted of 
aggregated data collected from the remaining 114 syllabi (33.33% response rate) of 
which 57 (50%) of the syllabi were undergraduate courses (100 to 400 levels) and 57 
(50%) were graduate level courses (500-700 levels). One of the syllabi was listed as a 
500 level course, however, because the name of the course specifically stated that the 
class was intended for undergraduate students, this syllabus was included in the data 
group calculated for the undergraduate courses. 
Syllabus Information 
The data collected from the Syllabus Information Checklist indicated that 38 of the 114 
syllabi  listed  objectives  under  a  section  name  that  was  something  other  than 
“Objectives,” “Course Objectives,” or “Educational Objectives.” Many alternate names 
included “Goals and Objectives,” “Course Goals,” and “Course Outcomes.” Seventeen 
(six undergraduate and eleven graduate) syllabi contained sub-objectives. 
Syllabi from 64 course sections specified state standards or professional standards. Of 
the 64, course objectives were explicitly aligned to these standards in 37 cases. While 
only 12 lesson activities directly connected with the objectives, lesson activities from 18 
syllabi  were  not  aligned  to  the  objectives,  but  directly  to  the  state  or  professional 
standards.  
The grading criteria of 85 syllabi specified how activities and assignments were graded 
or  assessed.  However,  many  syllabi  had  inconsistencies  in  the  lesson  activities  and 
assessment procedures. Sixty-six of the syllabi included lesson activities and assessment 
procedures that were described in the same section and all corresponded to each other. Yamanaka & Wu    81 
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Furthermore, 31 syllabi included clinical experience or some type of field experience 
external to the classroom.  
It was found that eleven (two undergraduate and nine graduate level) syllabi lacked a 
section  describing  the  objectives  of  the  course.  Six  (two  undergraduate  and  four 
graduate level) syllabi contained all administrative objectives.  
In assessing participation as a requirement of courses, out of 57 syllabi that reported 
participation as a grading criteria; among those, 26 explicitly stated how the student 
would be assessed.  
Objective Classification 
Of the 114 syllabi, 397 and 317 main objectives were counted for undergraduate and 
graduate level courses, respectively. The number of total objectives (main objectives 
plus  sub-objectives)  included  572  for  the  undergraduate  courses  and  525  for  the 
graduate courses,  making the sum total of total objectives, 997. From the 997 total 
objectives, 1229 verbs or verb phrases were identified. These included 584 from syllabi 
of undergraduate courses and 645 from the graduate courses. 
Among the six taxonomy levels, Application (224 or 18% of total learning outcomes), 
Knowledge (147 or 12% of total learning outcomes), and Synthesis (46 or 11% of total 
learning outcomes) level outcomes had higher numbers than the Comprehension (64 or 
5% of total learning outcomes), Evaluation (55 or 4% of total learning outcomes), and 
Analysis (46 or 4% of total learning outcomes) levels.  
The category with the highest number of learning outcomes was the Not Classifiable 
category  (564  or  46%  of  total  learning  outcomes).  These  included  verbs  and  verb 
phrases  that  were  primarily  affective  behaviors,  administrative  outcomes,  or  vague 
verbs that could be categorized into more than one classification level.
 
Learning Outcome Measurability 
The measurability of an objective was an assessment of whether or not the learning 
outcome described what “someone would be doing when demonstrating mastery of the 
‘objective’”  (Mager,  1997, p.  52).  As  indicated earlier,  there  was  no  discrimination 
between overt and covert behaviors; both were classified as measureable. Of the 1229 
learning outcomes, 601 (49%) were measurable (246 undergraduate and 355 graduate 
level), 584 (48%) were non-measurable (310 undergraduate and 271 graduate level), 
and 44 (4%) were administrative outcomes (28 undergraduate and 14 graduate level). 
 
Conditions and Criteria 
After  data  for  measurability  were  inputted,  each  objective  and  sub-objective  was 
assessed for conditions under which the behavior will occur and for indicators of degree 
of criterion of acceptable behavior. In assessing the conditions, 38 of the 714 main 
objectives (5%) included a condition and 6 of the 714 main objectives (1%) included a 
degree. Three syllabi (one undergraduate and two graduate level courses) had at least 
one  objective,  assignment,  and  assessment  that  all  corresponded  to  each  other. 
However, there were no syllabi that contained measurable outcomes, conditions, and 
criteria for all of the objectives.  82                                        Rethinking Trends in Instructional Objectives... 
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Of the 114 syllabi, 397 and 317 main objectives were counted for undergraduate and 
graduate level courses, respectively. The number of total objectives (main objectives 
plus  sub-objectives)  included  572  for  the  undergraduate  courses  and  525  for  the 
graduate courses,  making the sum total of total objectives, 997. From the 997 total 
objectives, 1229 verbs or verb phrases were identified. These included 584 from syllabi 
of undergraduate courses and 645 from the graduate courses. 
Lesson Activities and Assessment 
An  aggregate  count  indicated  that  288  (142  undergraduate  and  146  graduate  level) 
objectives  corresponded  to  listed  lesson  activities.  Of  a  total  number  of  714  main 
objectives, this corresponds to approximately 40% of the objectives being accounted for 
in the lesson activities. An aggregate count of 263 (125 undergraduate and 138 graduate 
level)  objectives  corresponded  to  listed  assessment  procedures.  Thus,  approximately 
37%  of  the  total  numbers  of  main  objectives  are  accounted  for  in  the  assessment 
section. 
Higher and Lower Levels 
The results indicate that graduate course objectives incorporate a slightly higher number 
of higher leveled learning outcomes, and undergraduate courses have a slightly higher 
number of lower leveled learning outcomes. The percentage of total number of learning 
outcomes is denoted in parenthesis in Table 1. The course objectives in graduate and 
undergraduate levels are correlated to higher and lower levels, accordingly. (χ² = 9.828, 
p < 0.01) 
Table 1: The number of higher and lower leveled learning outcomes.  
 
Undergraduate 
(UG) 
Graduate 
(G) 
Total 
(UG + G) 
Higher  186 (32%)  261 (44%)  447 (36%) 
Lower  257 (40%)  239 (37%)  496 (40%) 
Not Determined  141 (36%)  145 (40%)  286 (23%) 
DISCUSSION 
Despite claims that instruction in higher education are not being taught at higher levels, 
the results produced from the first and fourth research questions indicated that learning 
outcomes  assessing  higher  ordered  skills  were  being  delineated  in  the  objectives 
sampled for this research. 
Bloom (1956) predicted that a large portion of intended skills would be saturated in the 
Comprehension  level  of  the  taxonomy.  However,  the  aggregate  count  of  the  data 
indicated this level as composing only 5% of the total number of learning outcomes. As 
it was discussed in the methodology, the higher-lower classification sought to make up 
for  those  learning  outcomes  that  were  vague  or  unclear,  such  as  “demonstrate 
understanding,” that seemed to alluded to lower levels. Though this analysis produced a 
higher number of lower level learning outcomes (40% as opposed to 36% higher level Yamanaka & Wu    83 
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outcomes), a mere 4% difference between the two levels may not be sufficient evidence 
to generalize an instructor emphasis on lower level knowledge.  
Furthermore,  the  types  of  lesson  activities  and  assessment  guidelines  also  seem  to 
support the idea that higher order skills were being assessed in the courses, though it 
may arguably be too quick to make a generalization due to the primitive nature of the 
analysis. Many of the activities required a synthesis of lower level knowledge, whether 
they involve projects, presentations, or research and data analysis. Quizzes and exams, 
which are often associated with, but not limited to, lower skills were included as one 
method of assessment for 36% of the syllabi. Though this percentage seems quite high 
in  comparison  to  Bloom’s  classification  of  Knowledge  and  Comprehension  levels 
reporting a combined total of 17%, the higher-lower classification of the number of 
lower-level learning outcomes produced a total of 40%. The 36% count would seem 
feasible in this adjusted range of 17% to 40%. 
The discrepancy between the results and the literature may be explained not only by the 
type of outcomes specified, but also by the type of courses being offered through the 
sample. Many of the collected syllabi were from teacher training or clinical training 
courses seeking to facilitate learning of future instructors and counselors. Nearly 30% 
of the courses incorporated field experience as the dominant method of instructional 
delivery, and a quarter of the courses assessed students based on the performance and 
experiences of their field experience. As a result, this may explain the elevated number 
of higher level outcomes, namely those objectives that require students to apply and 
synthesize  conceptual  knowledge  into  novel  situations.  Given  the  nature  of  future 
professions associated with the courses administered by the College of Education and 
the variability in methods and strategies employed by prospective teachers in differing 
sites and situations, the lesson activities may suggest that the criteria for demonstrating 
proficiency  in  education  related  courses  are  not  uniform  from  student  to  student, 
making it difficult to identify a specific behavioral outcome. Furthermore, the syllabi 
from the current study  were collected on a voluntary basis. It is possible that other 
syllabi may have emphasized lower level skills but were excluded from the study given 
the  higher  likelihood  that  professors  were  knowledgeable  about  the  nature  of 
educational objectives alignment. Thus, the syllabi from the courses that were sampled 
may be considered atypical, limiting the generalizability of the findings of the current 
study. 
Communication of learning outcomes 
The second research question involved assessing whether or not educational objectives 
were written to include performance outcomes, conditions, and criteria. Almost half of 
the verbs and verb phrases contained measurable performance outcomes; however, this 
also suggested that more than half did not. In the current study, the learning outcomes 
were not assessed using the strictest form of Mager’s model. Verbs and verb phrases 
that addressed covert behaviors were included in the aggregate total of measureable 
outcomes, even if indicator behaviors were not specified. According to Mager (1997), 
“statements that describe only the covert performance are not yet objectives…because 84                                        Rethinking Trends in Instructional Objectives... 
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they do not tell us what someone must DO to demonstrate mastery of the objective” (p. 
75). Thus, a more realistic analysis would have produced a greater number of outcomes 
that were not measurable.  
Of the 114 syllabi, the results indicated that none of the syllabi contained all objectives 
that included a performance, condition, and criterion. Only three syllabi included some 
objectives  that  contained  all  three  elements.  The  strikingly  low  numbers  specifying 
conditions and criteria suggest that the syllabi do not fully communicate competence 
requirements as advocated by the literature.  
One explanation for this phenomenon could be that instructors were not aware of or 
were never introduced to Bloom’s Taxonomy or the Mager and the ABCD models of 
writing  instructional  objectives,  and  thus,  reported  the  performance  outcomes 
elsewhere. In looking at both participation and attendance, 63 syllabi (55%) reported 
that either was required or would be assessed (though in most cases, the participation 
and attendance requirement were not specified in the objectives). The aggregate data 
from  the  Syllabus  Information  Checklist  indicated  that  of  these  63  syllabi,  57 
considered participation (only) in the grading assessment. However, 26, or less than half 
of these syllabi specified the way this would be assessed. In other words, though the 
syllabus does explain “what” the student should do, it fails to explain “how” and “to 
what extent” they would need to perform to reach an acceptable level.  
Another reason, as an extension of the first, can be attributed to the fact that the College 
of Education does not specify a format for the way in which syllabi are written, and 
instructors are free to decide what components will be included in the syllabus and how 
this will be implemented. This may further explain the variability in the section names. 
As a result, “course goals” could be indicative of something different from “course 
objectives,” depending on the instructor. 
Kaufman (2000) states, “any time you want to get results and be able to prove that the 
results have been delivered, you prepare measureable objectives” (p. 24). However, the 
results of this research indicate that the majority of objective are non-measureable or 
contain administrative outcomes. With no systematic method of addressing objectives, 
there is no requirement for instructors to design their curriculum around the Taxonomy 
or to focus on writing measurable learning outcomes. However, this puts into question 
the  purpose  of  stating  objectives  in  a  syllabus  if  they  do  not  help  students  clarify 
expected learning outcomes.   
Alignment of Learning Outcomes 
An in-depth analysis aligning classification levels of objectives with levels of lesson 
activities and assessment guidelines was not possible due to the nature of the research. 
Such a discussion would assume that all objectives produced a measureable outcome. 
Furthermore,  this  would  require,  first,  a  clear  indication  of  which  objectives 
corresponded  to  which  lesson  activities  and  assessment  procedures,  and  second, Yamanaka & Wu    85 
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knowledge  of  assessment  procedures  such  as  the  type  of  questions  being  asked  on 
quizzes and tests or of the levels at which the assessments were conducted. Nonetheless, 
the  collected  data  revealed  inconsistencies  in  the  way  the  syllabi  connected  the 
objectives with the activities and assessment measures.  
The initial analysis of the lesson activities indicated that objectives corresponded to 
40% of the activities. However, this estimate was not as straight forward as initially 
anticipated  because  many  of  the  objectives  were  vague  (and  included  numerous 
learning outcomes), non-measureable, or administrative objectives. In many cases, the 
correlation  was  determined  merely  by  connecting  identifiable  keywords  or  activity 
names, resulting in the researcher having to make assumptions about which objectives 
corresponded to which of the lesson activities.  
A  more  precise  indicator  was  found  in  the  results  from  the  Syllabus  Information 
Checklist which reported that only 12 syllabi (10.5%) explicitly stated which lesson 
activities corresponded to the objectives. To fulfill this requirement, every objective had 
to  be  aligned  to  every  lesson  activity  clearly.  Unfortunately,  a  further  attempt  to 
compare  alignment  of  classification  levels  based  on  Bloom’s  Taxonomy  was  not 
possible, as almost half of the objectives were not classifiable.  
The lack of clarity in assessing the lesson activities made it increasingly difficult to find 
assessment  guidelines  that  directly  corresponded  to  the  objectives.  Although  the 
analysis  of  the  lesson  activities  and  assessment  data  reported  that  objectives 
corresponded  to  37%  of  the  assessment  guidelines,  and  the  Syllabus  Information 
Checklist indicated that 66 syllabi aligned activities and assessment procedures in the 
same section, because rubrics or guidelines were provided for only 12 syllabi, it was 
almost impossible to make a generalization about whether or not learning outcomes 
presented in the objectives and the assessment measures were being addressed at the 
same levels.  
The literature describes the importance of course syllabi as a communication tool to 
improve guidance and  minimize tension and conflict between the instructor and the 
students (Thompson, 2007; Ludwig, Bentz, and Fynewever, 2011). As stated earlier, 
objectives corresponded to all lesson activities in 12 syllabi. A notable observation can 
be  made  of  the  18  syllabi  in  the  same  checklist  category,  which  were  marked  as 
somewhat clear or somewhat true. These were syllabi that did not state how lesson 
activities directly corresponded to course objectives, but clearly indicated which state or 
professional  standards  were  being  assessed  as  a  result  of  the  activity.  This  is  an 
important consideration that may, first, provide an explanation for why objectives have 
not been systematically aligned to the rest of the syllabus, and second, suggest that 
objectives are written for a primary target audience other than the students. 
This  phenomenon  may  be  due  in  part  to  the  growing  emphasis  on  state  mandated 
performance reporting that has led to decisions about funding through assessment and 
accountability in public institutions of higher education (Burke, 2001, Schmidt, 2002). 
From the 1990s, performance indicators have become widely used to improve system 86                                        Rethinking Trends in Instructional Objectives... 
 
 
International Journal of Instruction, July 2014 ● Vol.7, No.2 
efficiency and measuring specific outcome results (Gaither, 1997). Thus, accrediting 
bodies and policy makers have analyzed syllabi to assess the appropriation of funding 
based on the results. While this may be beneficial to administrators and policymakers in 
decision making, at the teaching and learning level, there is a need to ensure that the 
objectives  stated  in  the  syllabi  primarily  serve  to  facilitate  effective  and  efficient 
learning for students through a clear communication of the performance that is expected 
from the learners of the class. 
IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
In this study, the objectives, activities, and assessment were examined and analyzed to 
compare  the  trends  in  course  syllabi  among  the  College  of  Education  courses.  The 
results  indicate  that  there  is  a  need  for  much  improvement  in  clarifying  the  course 
objectives. A suggestion given by Becker and Calhoon (1999) states that when writing 
syllabi, instructors should place information that they attend to most, first, however, 
perhaps the reason why students do not attend to the course objectives is a result of 
years of experience in reading those objectives that fail to adequately provide clear 
outcomes of the course.  
There are two recommendations for future study. In light of the growing popularity of 
learner-centered  learning  environments  and  performance  based  assessment,  the  first 
recommendation is to analyze the gap between the needs of the learner with respect to 
what  is  currently  provided  by  the  syllabi.  As  an  extension  of  the  first,  the  second 
recommendation is to conduct a qualitative study that extracts unique cases of syllabi, 
identifying the key elements that facilitate or interfere with the learning outcome, and 
exploring how the objectives can be structured in its relationship to learning activities 
and assessment procedures in a way that maximizes the needs of the learners. 
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Turkish Abstract 
Öğretim Ama￧larında Trendleri Yeniden Düşünmek: Yükseköğretimde Değerlendirme ve 
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Bu  ￧alışma  eğitsel  ama￧lardaki  trendleri  belirlemek  i￧in  yükseköğretim  seviyesindeki 
müfredatlarını belirlemeyi ama￧lamaktadır.  ABD’deki bir Midwest öğretmen eğitimi kurumunda 
yürütülen derslerin 114 bölümünden 714 amacın sınıflandırılması i￧in Bloom Taxonomisinden ve 
￧eşitli stratejik modelden yararlanılmıştır. 1229 fiil ve fiil öbeği Taxonomiye göre sınıflandırılmış 
ve öl￧ülebilir ve öl￧ülemez öğrenme ￧ıktıları olarak sınıflandırmanın yanında fiilller daha yüksek 
ve daha al￧ak sıralama olarak sınıflandırılmıştır. Bulgular öğrenme ￧ıktılarının ama￧larının üst 
basamak  beceri  gerektiren  ama￧lar  olmalarına  rağmen,  müfredatın  dersin  beklenen  ￧ıktıları 
konusunda yeterli bilgi vermediğini göstermiştir.  
Anahtar Kelimeler: Öğretim tasarımı, ama￧lar, Bloom Taxonomisi, müfredat, üst basamak 
beceri   
 
French Abstract 
Repenser  les  Tendances  dans  les  Objectifs  P￩dagogiques:  Exploration  de  l'Alignement 
d'Objectifs avec Activit￩s et ￉valuation dans Enseignement sup￩rieur - une ￉tude de Cas 
Cette ￩tude a explor￩ l'enseignement sup￩rieur nivellent syllabi pour identifier des tendances dans 
des objectifs ￩ducatifs. La taxonomie de Bloom et des mod￨les strat￩giques divers ont ￩t￩ utilis￩s 
pour  classifier  714  objectifs  de  114  sections  de  cours  administr￩s  par  une  institution 
d'enseignement de professeur du Midwest aux États-Unis.1229 verbes et des expressions de verbe 
ont ￩t￩ classifi￩s par la Taxonomie et diff￩renci￩s entre des verbes plus haut et plus bas ordonn￩s 
aussi  bien  que  measureable  et  non-measureable  l'apprentissage  de  r￩sultats.  Les  r￩sultats  ont 
indiqu￩  qu'en  apprenant  des  r￩sultats  les  objectifs  sont  suggestifs  de  comp￩tences  plus  haut 
ordonn￩es bien que le syllabi ne fournisse pas en juste proportion d'informations sur les r￩sultats 
attendus du cours. 
Mots-cl￩s: Conception d'instruction; objectifs; la taxonomie de Bloom; programme; plus haut 
comp￩tence d'ordre 
 
Arabic Abstract 
ريكفتلا ةداعإ   يف   تاهاجتا   فادهلأا   ةيميلعتلا :   فاشكتسا ةمءاوم   فادهلأا   عم   ةطشنلأا   و لا  يف ميوقتلاو سايق يلاعلا ميلعتلا   - 
ةلاح ةسارد  
فشكتسا ت   ةساردلا  هذه   جهانم   ىلعأ   ىوتسم   ميلعتلا   ديدحت  يف   يف  تاهاجتلاا   ةيميلعتلا  فادهلأا .  تمدختساو   Bloom’s 
Taxonomy    جذامنلاو   ةيجيتارتسلاا   ةفلتخملا   فينصتل   714  فادهأ   نم   114  عطاقملا   تارودلا نم   للاخ نم رادت   ةسسؤم  
ميلعتلا   ملعملا   طسولأا برغلا   تايلاولا يف   ةدحتملا .  ت فينصت م   1229  لاعفلأا   تارابعلاو   لعفلا   للاخ نم   Taxonomy   و  قيرفتلا
نيب   ىلعأ   لفسأو   لاعفلأا   لأا رم   كلذكو   سايقلل ةلباق   ريغو   سايقلل ةلباق   ةجيتن   ملعتلا .  ىلإ جئاتنلا تراشأ   نم مغرلا ىلع هنأ   جئاتن  
ملعتلا   فادهأ   يه   ةيحوم   نم   ايلعلا تاراهملا   رمأ   نأ نم مغرلا ىلع   دلا جهانملا ةيسار   رفوت لا   فاك لكشب   لوح تامولعملا نم  
ةعقوتملا جئاتنلا   ةرودلا نم .   
 
لا تاملكلا ةمهم :  يميلعتلا ميمصتلا  ؛ ؛فادهلأا   Bloom’s Taxonomy    ؛ جهنملا  ؛ بيترت   ىلعأ   ةراهم .  
 